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number of options operational planners have when developing contingency operations and the 

flow of aircraft. Untethered operations concept focuses on these smaller aircraft packages 

leaving their main deployment location and conduct strikes against enemy targets only to land at 

interim locations to refuel and reload munitions for another strike.  These smaller packages may 

not return to their main deployment location for quite some time. While untethered operations 

leverage on the FOL concept, it also acknowledges and adapts to flexible strike packages.  

However, this comes at a cost of predictability, personnel, and the ability to provide tailorable 

equipment to support such flexible operations simultaneously.   

 Another concept that challenges the forward deployment strategy is long-range strike 

(LRS). The basic premise of LRS is “using military power projection to influence the behavior of 

others.”24 This strategy uses LRS bombers and intercontinental ballistic missiles to either strike 

or deter aggressors from taking offensive actions.  For example, if the mission is time sensitive, 

LRS bombers would leave from home station, fly to designated target, deploy its munitions and 

return back home.  Having an LRS capability greatly reduces the reliance of forward basing 

strategies such as an FOL.  In fact, “without an authentic LRS capability, the U.S. will become 

more reliant on other global basing options to project forcible power at shorter ranges.  These 

basing options, however, will pose a substantial risk to U.S. and allied forces.”25     

Quantitative Analysis 

 To understand the size and scope to move a bomber deployment UTCs, let’s look at the 

size, weight, and amount of cargo aircraft to move moving these packages to an FOL.  This 

research project will assess the B-1 and B-52 deployment packages as a sample to show the 

amount of airlift resources needed to move this equipment. The type of airlift resources include 

the C-17 and commercial cargo aircraft.  Although the C-5 is fully capable of transporting 
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mobility equipment, the difference in costs associated with the C-5 or C-17 are negligible.  As a 

result, the C-17 capability will be used for this research. 

 The first analysis will begin with assessing the B-1 UTC that provides direct aviation 

support.  They are the aircraft support, aircraft maintenance which includes specialists, back shop 

support, and weapons personnel.  In addition to these requirements, there are munitions support 

packages which are also part of the direct aviation support UTCs.  Each of these functions has 

deployment equipment capable of performing operations at a bare-base.  Per AF policy, all 

deployment equipment is positioned at home station for deployment.  The Manpower, 

Equipment, and Force Packaging (MEFPAK) database has the quantitative data that will be used 

to capture the short ton weight for each equipment package.  The table below depicts the total 

short ton weight for each equipment UTC package that provide aviation support.26    

 

 

 

  

 Table 1. Equipment Short Ton Table for B-1s 

Using the C-17 airlift capabilities, the maximum cargo a C-17 can transport is 65 short tons of 

allowable cabin load.27  If the cargo is oversized, additional C-17s would be required to transport 

all support equipment, thus adding to the overall costs.  For the purpose of this research example, 

maximum transportable weight will be used to determine number of airlift aircraft.  Given this 

formula, it would take six C-17 cargo aircraft to move 338 short tons of B-1 equipment from 

home station to the deployment location.  This is a significant amount of dedicated airlift that 

must be apportioned to a CONUS B-1 bomber base.  According to USTRANSCOM website, the 

B-1  Functional Area Total Short Ton Weight 
 Aviation Equipment 7.6 
 Aircraft Maintenance 239 
 Munitions Support 91.4 
 Total Short Ton Weight 338 



20 
 

cargo rate to move one pound of equipment from Dover Air Force Base Delaware to Mildenhall 

Air Base, U.K. is $1.981.28  Using the data in Table 1, the total cost to move 338 short tons or 

676,000 pounds of equipment is $1.339.156 million.  To move this same cargo weight from 

Travis Air Force Base, California to Andersen Air Force Base, Guam, the cost is $2.257 per 

pound.29  Using this scenario, the total cost to move 338 short tons of equipment (all B-1 support 

equipment) is $1.525.732 million using today’s DOD cargo rates.  Again, these valuable airlift 

aircraft must be apportioned to move one B-1 squadron’s support equipment to an FOL at time 

of deployment.  At time of execution, airlift aircraft may not be available. 

 To assess commercial or non-DOD cargo aircraft, USTRANSCOM states the cost is 

$2.151 per pound for commercial cargo rates.30  If DOD airlift is unavailable at time of 

deployment, the incurred cost is $1.454.076 million.  Planners pursuing this option must gain 

pre-coordination and funds to use civilian cargo airlift. 

 The second quantitative analysis will assess the B-52 direct aviation support UTCs 

containing support equipment.  B-52 UTCs are set up similar to that of the B-1 UTCs.  As stated 

earlier, these UTCs contain all equipment to provide aircraft support, aircraft maintenance which 

includes specialists, back shop support, and weapons personnel.  Furthermore, munitions support 

packages are also part of the direct aviation support UTCs.  Each of these functions has 

deployment equipment capable of performing operations at a bare-base.  These equipment 

packages are also positioned at home station for deployment and movement forward when 

tasked.  The Manpower, Equipment, and Force Packaging (MEFPAK) database provides the 

quantitative data that will be used to capture the short ton weight for each equipment package.  

Table 2 depicts the total short ton weight for each B-52 equipment UTC package that must 
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deploy to provide direct aviation support.31 A total of 359 short tons of equipment is required to 

support one B-52 squadron.     

 

  

 

 

        Table 2. Equipment Short Ton Table for B-52s 

Using the C-17 airlift capabilities, the maximum cargo a C-17 can transport is 65 short tons of 

allowable cabin load.32  If the cargo is oversized, additional C-17s would be required to transport 

all support equipment, thus adding to the overall costs.  For the purpose of this research example, 

maximum transportable weight will be used to determine number of airlift aircraft.  Given this 

formula, it would take six C-17 cargo aircraft to move 359 short tons of B-52 equipment from 

home station to the deployment location.  This is a significant amount of dedicated airlift that 

must be apportioned to a CONUS B-52 bomber base.  According to USTRANSCOM website, 

the cargo rate to move one pound of equipment from Dover Air Force Base Delaware to 

Mildenhall Air Base, U.K. is $1.981.33  The website does not account for deployment movement 

from home station to the deployment location.  As a result, the estimated cost analysis shows 

movement from a major cargo hub such as Dover Air Force Base and Travis Air Force Base.  

Therefore, additional costing data to move equipment from Minot Air Force Base and/or 

Ellsworth Air Force Base would higher.  Using the data in Table 2, the total cost to move 359 

short tons or 676,000 pounds of equipment is $1.339.156 million.  To move this same cargo 

weight to Guam, through Travis Air Force Base, California the cost is $2.257 per pound.34  The 

total cost to move 359 short tons of equipment (all B-52 support equipment) is $1.525.732 

B-52  Functional Area Total Short Ton Weight 
 Aviation Equipment 4.2 
 Aircraft Maintenance 245 
 Munitions Support 110 
 Total Short Ton Weight 359 
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million using today’s DOD cargo rates.  Again, these valuable airlift aircraft must be apportioned 

to move just one B-52 squadron’s support equipment to an FOL. 

 To assess commercial or non-DOD cargo aircraft, USTRANSCOM website states the 

cost is $2.151 per pound for commercial cargo rates.35  If DOD airlift is unavailable at time of 

deployment, the incurred total cost is $1.454.076 million to transport all aircraft support 

equipment.  Planners pursuing this option must gain pre-coordination and sufficient funding and 

approval prior to using civilian cargo airlift to move aircraft support equipment forward thus 

leading to potential deployment delays.   

 If the AF remains with the bare-base policy for bomber units, significant costs and 

potential delays could occur.  As noted in an earlier Operation IRAQI FREEDOM example, due 

to competing demands for critical airlift led to a lack of available airlift at time of unit 

deployment execution.   

CONCLUSION 

 Deploying a squadron of bombers requires planning and execution strategy.  Significant 

costs are incurred when airlifting aircraft support equipment forward each time a bomber 

squadron is tasked to deploy.  As the quantitative analysis has shown, to move all of the support 

equipment for one bomber squadron can be expensive and tie up valuable cargo aircraft.  The 

2014 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) establishes priorities for the U.S. armed forces to be 

able to preserve peace and stability world-wide.  The QDR identifies these “priorities include 

rebalancing to the Asia-Pacific region to preserve peace and stability in the region; maintaining a 

strong commitment to security and stability in Europe.”36 The ability to rapidly deploy a 

formidable bomber force to established FOLs provides a first choice option for planners.  The 

importance of this capability is further codified in the QDR.  In order to promote and secure 
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regional stability and access around the world, U.S. forces must “improve capacity, 

interoperability, and strategic access for coalition operations.  Across the globe, we will ensure 

the access needed to surge forces rapidly in the event of a crisis.”37    

 Air Force policy calling for aviation units such as bomber force to prepare and be able to 

deploy to a bare-base could be hard to achieve.  While this policy promotes flexibility when 

deploying to a theater of operations, especially for fighter units, it is difficult for bomber units to 

achieve this same timely and flexible deployment strategy.   As figure 2 depicts, getting a base 

operational could take up to 14 days.  For bomber operations, hardened parking areas and aprons 

are required to support the movement and use of very heavy munitions loading equipment.  Two 

RAND studies conclude that greater use of FOLs and pre-positioned equipment will enable rapid 

deployment of forces, notably, bombers.  In fact, “greater use of prepositioned equipment, 

strategically located and globally managed, will support training with our allies and partners and 

facilitate the rapid deployment of forces where and when they are needed.”38  In most cases, 

these FOLs have permanent party personnel that can maintain this equipment.  Furthermore, “to 

better prepare the USAF for potential operations across a wide range of scenarios, we 

recommend working with partner nations to identify and selectively develop FOLs.”39 

 Alternate deployment and employment concepts are also emerging.  For example, 

untethered operations is one such strategy that differs from exclusive reliance on FOLs.  

Untethered operations is gaining momentum by offering a strategy that uses a small forward 

basing strategies to support smaller number of aircraft.  These smaller, less permanent 

infrastructure forward basing locations would be equipped with sufficient support equipment, 

munitions, and fuel to re-load aircraft and take off again for another strike mission.  Unlike an 

FOL that is equipped for launch, recover, and sustainment of aircraft operations.  One important 
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note about untethered operations, these smaller packages may not return to their main 

deployment location for quite some time.  While this deployment and employment strategy is 

available option for fighter aircraft, it would not work for bomber aircraft.   

 Another strike strategy that is gaining support is the Long Range Strike (LRS).  LRS 

strategy uses bombers and intercontinental ballistic missiles to either strike or deter aggressors 

from taking offensive actions.  In effect, the strategy keeps forward basing bombers and fighter 

aircraft out of harm’s way in a highly contested airspace due to anti-access/anti-denial impacts 

from enemy forces.  While this strategy may be effective early on in a contested airspace, AF 

strategy is to achieve air superiority and be able to operate its forces across the full spectrum of 

their capabilities.  As stated earlier, if the mission is time sensitive, LRS bombers would leave 

from home station, fly to designated target, deploy its munitions and return back home.  Having 

an LRS capability greatly reduces the reliance of forward basing strategies such as an FOL.  In 

fact, “without an authentic LRS capability, the U.S. will become more reliant on other global 

basing options to project forcible power at shorter ranges.  These basing options, however, will 

pose a substantial risk to U.S. and allied forces.”40  However, LRS strategy would be difficult to 

sustain long term combat operations and would become very costly.   

     RECOMMENDATION 

 According to the evaluation quantitative assessment, there is opportunity for bomber 

units to improve response times and reduce costs when deploying.  It is without question that 

bomber forces ability to rapidly generate and project power forward is a key aspect of US 

national security strategy.  As the quantitative analysis results reveal, the cost to move equipment 

and apportion airlift aircraft can be expensive and resource intensive when moving bomber 

forces forward.  Bomber forces form the pillar of strategic deterrence capability for the US and 
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its allies.  Bomber bases in the US have the equipment, vehicles, and personnel to generate and 

load aircraft to leave from home station, strike selected targets, and return home.  These forces 

have the capability to continue home base strike missions as needed.  A capability that is 

currently present at all bomber units. 

 To strengthen the power projection, maintain home station strike capability, and do so in 

a cost effective and utilize the fewest amount of airlift resources is by moving UTC equipment to 

forward operating locations.  At the time of deployment execution, to move one bomber 

squadron to a FOL will require at least six C-17 cargo airlift aircraft.  If two bomber units move 

simultaneously, TRANSCOM and mobility planners will need 12 cargo aircraft at a time when 

other services are competing for valuable airlift to move their forces forward.  Moreover, the cost 

to move this equipment forward is significant.  As the quantitative analysis shows, the cost to 

move equipment for two bomber squadrons is approximately $3 million.  To alleviate this cost 

and the impact to dedicated airlift, changes need to occur.  The research contends that this impact 

is simply not necessary if the AF changes its bomber UTC capability strategy from a bare-base 

deployment concept to one of an FOL.  Pre-positioning all of the bomber deployment equipment 

at the FOLs such as Fairford and Guam is not only cost effective, but will reduce the significant 

burden of airlift sourcing.  Most FOL locations have the base infrastructure and permanent party 

personnel to maintain this equipment, therefore, a pre-positioning is nearly transparent.  

Furthermore, bomber units will be able to forward deploy more rapidly because they only need 

to move personnel forward.  The RAND study on the “U.S. Global Defense Posture” by Ryan 

Henry drive home this point by stating that “greater use of prepositioned equipment, strategically 

located and globally managed, will support training with our allies and partners and facilitate the 

rapid deployment of forces where and when they are needed.”41  The 2015 National Security 
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Strategy (NSS) document also reinforce this point for both the Asian and European theaters.  “To 

realize this vision, we are diversifying our security relationships in Asia as well as our defense 

posture and presence.”42  Bomber forces are a key part of this strategic deterrence and ability to 

project forces forward.  Additionally, projecting forces forward is also an integral part of US 

national strategy.  According to President Obama in his 2015 NSS document, the US will 

reassure “our allies by backing our security commitments and increasing responsiveness through 

training and exercises, as well as a dynamic presence in Central and Eastern Europe to deter 

further Russian aggression.”43  Again, the rapid response and deployment of bomber forces 

provides this capability and assurance to US allies. 

 Another notable forward projection strategy that should be part of the solution is the 

Long Range Strike (LRS) concept as described by Major Karren.  A LRS capability also 

provides a strong deterrence strategy for the US.  The LRS concept plays a pivotal role in the 

AFs new long range bomber (B-21) development.  As the research results reveal, LRS capability 

must be considered by AF leaders and strategists.  As the anti-access, anti-denial impacts become 

more and more prevalent within a theater of operations, the ability to project power from home 

station is important. Again, bomber units currently have this capability at their home station, so 

no change in employment concepts need to change. 

 However, it is time to change the AF policy of bare-base deployment concept for bomber 

units and deployable UTCs.  There is no need for bomber units to maintain home station 

equipment, vehicles, and all of its UTC based mobility equipment.  To offer a cost effective 

deployment strategy that improves response times as the research contends, the AF should move 

all UTC bomber deployment equipment from all bomber units and pre-position it at the FOLs.  A 
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fully equipped FOL brings improved bomber deployment response force and is cost effective 

solution for the AF during bomber deployments.    
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